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genera l. Remarks 

1. The manuscript is considerably improved from earlier versions. 

2. Wrone makes a compelling argument for the authenticity of the film. 

3. Wrone argues convincingly that the film contains evidence of a conspiracy. 

4. This will make an important and valuable addition to the literature on the 
assassination. 

5. Wrone makes a compelling argument for government ownership of the film. 

6. The writing style is sharp, clear, and effective. 



Critical Commen tary 
Re li an ce on W e j§b e rg 

Wrone has adamantly refused to lessen his over-reliance on the works of Harold 
Weisberg. He uses Weisberg as the ultimate authority on the assassination and 
conveniently employs Weisberg to take cheap shots at the works of other assassination 
researchers. The manuscript contains what seems like innumerable attacks on other critics 
and praise for Weisberg. Again, I honor Weisberg for his invaluable contributions to 
assassination research and scholarship, but he is not the sole reliable critic (admittedly, 
Wrone does mention Sylvia Meagher, Howard Roffman, and Raymond Marcus). Wrone 
strongly implies that nothing that other researchers have written has contributed in any 
way to assassination scholarship. This is simply not the case. For example, whether 
Wrone likes it or not, Harrison Livingstone has added immeasurably to our knowledge of 
the medical evidence, just as Weisberg had previously done. Gary Aguilar and David 
Mantik have taken our knowledge of the medical evidence to a higher plane and have 
written incisive critiques of the lone assassin thesis. 



Accuracy of Claims 



I find serious problems with Wrone’s tendency to make categorical statements about 
issues that are debatable. For example, his repetitious claims that Willis #5 proves a 
conspiracy. I do not agree. Willis #5 simply shows the Kennedy limo, as well as other 
things, with JFK looking to the right, with no apparent reaction to having been struck. 
Even on 5x magnification of the original slide, no response by JFK is evident. 
Admittedly, the slide shows the president from behind, but Wrone’s own analysis is 
based on Willis’s testimony that he snapped the shutter because the sound of the shot 
startled him. Therefore, since bullets travel faster than sound, the bullet had already 
struck. Does Wrone claim that Willis #5 reveals that JFK had a delayed reaction to this 
shot, since no reaction to his being struck is apparent? 

I also do not agree that Philip Willis is an infallible witness. Wrone cites Willis’s 
testimony about the sound of the shot causing him to snap the camera shutter, but he 
pointedly omits several other things that Willis stated. For example, Willis stated that: 
‘The [motorcade] had come to a temporary halt before proceeding on to the underpass.” 
[Warren Commission Hearings, vol. VII, p. 497]. If Willis has such an accurate recall of 
events, then he is correct about the motorcade coming to a halt. However, the Zapruder 
film shows no halt or hesitation in the speed of the limousine. Willis also stated that the 
fatal shot “took the back of his [JFK’s] head off.” [R. Groden, The Killing of the 
President, p. 86]. Is Willis correct? If so, Wrone had better revise his manuscript, since 
he claims that there was no damage to the back of the head. This is one example of the 
selective use of witnesses to prove a certain point. Wrone and Weisberg both claim that 
Willis has an infallible memory when it comes to his photography, but that he is a very 
poor and unreliable witness when it comes to virtually everything else.I must admit that I 
originally had the same opinion of Willis, but now, I’m not so sure. It should also be 
pointed out that Willis’s wife, Marilyn, also believed that the fatal shot blasted out the 
rear of JFK’s head. 

Another claim that Wrone makes is that the first shot was fired about frame 190, thereby 
destroying the Warren Commission’s lone-assassin theory. Why? Because, Wrone says, 
the WC says that the leaves of a live oak tree blocked Oswald’s view of the motorcade 
prior to frame 210. Therefore, if a shot was fired at 190, it could not have been Oswald. 
This is faulty reasoning (although I must admit that I have been guilty of the same view). 



The leaves of the oak tree blocking the view opinion came from the reenactment, which 
Wrone himself asserts was not an accurate representation of the actual conditions ^ 
prevailing at the time of the assassination, e.g., a different kind of car was used, the 6"' 
floor window was raised all the way open, etc. Therefore, if the reenactment was faulty, 
how do we know that Oswald, or anyone else, for that matter, could nQLhave fired a shot 
from the 6 th floor window at 190? The wind was blowing, and the foliage was different. 
We simply do not know if it were possible for Oswald to fire a shot at 190. He could have 
had a clear field of vision if the wind, which blew strongly that day, had blown the tree 
leaves out of the way. If Oswald, or anyone else, fired a shot at 190, he would have had 
sufficient time (46 frames) to fire another shot and strike Connally. Willis #5, in short, 
does not destroy the Single Bullet Theory, the lone-assassin theory, or anything else. It is 
also irresponsible to cite the Warren Commission as an authority on the leaves obscuring 
the field of vision at 190, but deny virtually everything else the commission said. 



Wrone also does not make clear exactly what sequence of shots the Zapruder film 
reveals. The film, according to Wrone, shows shot #1 fired at 190. Was this the shot from 
in front of JFK, striking him in the throat? Was it fired from the rear, striking him in the 
back? Did it miss? Where in the Zapruder film is the shot that struck James Tague? Was 
Tague struck by a bullet fragment that missed the limousine? Did a frgament from the 
head shot bounce off and strike Tague? Where in the film is the Tague hit? Is there a blur 
or jiggle to coincide with it? 

Extraneous Material 

Part VI is entitled “The Zapruder Film and the Single Bullet Theory,” but virtually this 
entire section (90 pages long) concerns only the second part of that title - the SBT. Who 
found the bullet is irrelevant to the topic of the manuscript - the Zapruder Film. By the 
way, Wrone omits the name of Nathan Pool, who was also present on the ground-floor 
corridor at the time of the stretcher bullet’s discovery. Pool’s name surfaced with the 
release of HSCA documents by the ARRB. 

Reliability of Documentation 

The reliability of the documentation is fine. However, again, I question the over emphasis 
on Weisberg. Numerous works that consider the Zapruder film are omitted entirely. 

There is little evidence that Wrone has conducted Internet searches, since countless 
WWW references to the Z film can be found. 



Repetitious Material y 

There are too many scattered references to Willis throughout the ms. If Wrone has an 
irresistible urge to praise Weisherg and attack other researchers, he should do it once, not 

repeatedly. 






id.'’ 



Potentially l iht-lnus Material 
I saw none, although I am not a lawyer. 



7. Frames to be Reproduced in Book, 

At a minimum, considering the expense, I would put the following: 

190 - This is where Wrone claims the first shot was fired 

225 - Shows JFK clearly reacting to being hit after emerging from behind sign. 

230 - Sharp and clear. Shows JFK hit, Connally uninjured. 

237 - Shows Connally hit 

312 - JFK just before head shot 

313 - Head shot 

3 14 - Slight forward motion 

321 - Head slams against back of seat 

335 - Sharp, clear, shows damage to front of head 



Other Photographs 

Willis #5 - Central to Wrone’ s thesis 



Altgens - Wrone claims it shows Oswald standing in TSBD front doorway 



Title 

I agree - The Zapruder Film is much better. 



Despite the critical nature of the above remarks, I find this manuscript a very sound piece 
of scholarship, definitely worthy of publication. It will be controversial, to be sure, but so 
is everything written about the assassination. It provides a fine historical record of the 
Zapruder film and makes a very strong argument both for its authenticity and for its 
proper place in the public domain. If Wrone would focus on the topic - the Zapruder film 
- he would have an outstanding work. 



